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article describes the process of developing and validating the eVALUate teaching
survey, incorporating it into the online system, then enhancing response rates in such
a way that individual teaching surveys were well subscribed. In addition, and because
of the way the online system was built, unit survey response rates were also boosted
and this meant that data crucial to university-wide aggregations of performance were
strengthened rather than compromised.
Development of the eVALUate system began in 2003 when investigators formed a
working party comprising students, teaching academics, deans of teaching and
learning and those with expertise in survey design and evaluation. The goal in
developing the system was to align the survey to Curtin s agreed teaching and
learning philosophy: Excellence in teaching and learning at Curtin (2003). The tenets
within this philosophy reflect the University s commitment to student learning
through an outcomes-focused approach whereby learning experiences are designed
to help students achieve the unit learning outcomes. The system needed to be suitable
for diverse teaching and learning experiences including face-to-face teaching, online
learning, fieldwork, studios, laboratories and so on.
In the early stage of its development, items relating to the student learning
experience and items related to teaching characteristics were combined in one survey
(Oliver et al. 2008). Testing and validation of the combined survey and the rating
scale were undertaken during 2003 and 2004 and are described in detail in Oliver
et al. (2008). In brief, two versions of a survey which combined items about teaching
and units were tested in three pilot studies. The feedback was used to modify and
reduce the number of items. Feedback about the survey items was also collected from
the academics involved in teaching the units in the Pilot study. All versions of
combined survey appear in Appendix 1.
Version 2 (still incorporating items about teaching) was trialled in October 2004
with 658 students. The purpose of the trial was to determine content validity, the
psychometric properties of the items, whether students used the full range of the
categorical scales for the quantitative items, and whether the survey contained items
encompassing the range of student learning experiences. Students from all faculties
were represented: most were in face-to-face contexts and a small number of online
students participated. Fourteen teachers in 17 units participated in the 2004 pilot.
Results indicated that the survey was fair and valid for students and staff, and
produced a defensible measure of students perceptions of teaching and learning in
an outcomes-focused environment. However, statistical analysis on the item The
teacher seemed knowledgeable in the subject area showed disordered thresholds
suggesting students responses were inconsistent.
After testing Versions 1 and 2 as described above, and because of the anomalous
outcomes, the working party determined that the teaching items were to be removed
from the survey with the exception of Item 7 on the quality of teaching . The items
that remained were from then on tested and validated as a unit survey. Perceptions of
teaching, on the other hand, were to be collected in a separate survey (referred to
here as the teaching survey). This decision was largely driven by two factors: first,
this separating of the surveys would minimise industrial sensitivities, ensuring that
unit survey results could be made accessible to all relevant stakeholders including
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students. Second, there was a need to design a survey that would be suitable for
multiple teaching and learning contexts and practices, particularly units with
multiple tutors and teaching locations (onshore and offshore).
In 2006, a representative subcommittee commenced development of this teaching
survey. An extensive review of the literature on excellent teaching characteristics was
conducted with particular scrutiny of evaluation survey items such as those from the
Student Evaluation of Educational Quality and the Good Teaching Scale in the
Graduate Course Experience Questionnaire (Cannon 2001; Marsh 1982, 1987;
McLean 2001; Ramsden 1991). A focus group comprising students, teaching
academics and academic leaders was formed to discuss the characteristics of good
teaching from each stakeholder perspective to determine suitable survey items. A
process based on de Bono s Six Thinking Hats was used to establish multiple views:
participants were asked to place themselves, in turn, in the shoes of a student, a
teacher and a line manager, and brainstorm the most important teaching
characteristics from each perspective. Namely:
 Which teaching characteristics would you most want to evaluate as a student?
 Which characteristics would you most want feedback on as a teacher? and
 Which teaching characteristics would you most want feedback on to ensure
quality?
The group summarised the characteristics, which appeared to be common and
important for all stakeholder groups. Participants came to a consensus view. These
characteristics were aligned with those in the literature as well as the items used in
other teaching surveys. After consultation with academics from all faculties the
following characteristics were agreed as the hallmark characteristics upon which the
survey items would be based:
 Knowledgeable;
 Organised;
 Encourages active student participation with learning;
 Communicates clearly;
 Enthusiastic;
 Approachable;
 Sensitive to student learning;
 Available for help;
 Provides useful feedback; and
 This teacher helped me to learn
A revised teaching survey (Version 3) was prepared. The items reflected the agreed
characteristics (with some descriptive text added for clarity), and the proposed
survey was once again broadcast to faculties for feedback. In revising the items, the
subcommittee agreed that items must describe observable teaching characteristics
regardless of the type of student to staff interactions, the teaching context (lecture,
tutorial, laboratory, fieldwork, fully online), or the cultural context (Curtin is
Western Australia s most multicultural university with high enrolment of Indigenous
Australians, and multiple regional and offshore campuses).
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Version 3 was subjected to a full-scale pilot in Semester 1 2006. Teacher participation
in the pilot was voluntary. Participants were informed that the results would be
confidential to them, and asked to give their permission to allow the statistical
analysis of the de-identified quantitative items. Participants were invited via email
and a web link from the Vice Chancellor to participate in the pilot. Participants were
directed to register for a teaching survey and nominate the unit(s) in which they
wanted student feedback using the online system during a three-week period. The
online registration feature made it possible for any number of teachers to request
feedback in any unit and for a teacher to register for a survey in more than one unit.
The pilot survey was open for student responses for six weeks (the last three
weeks of teaching, study week and the two-week examination period). The unit
survey was available to all students via an online portal [called Online Access to
Student Information Services (OASIS)]. When the survey period was open, students
were directed via an email to a channel in OASIS that listed the unit names in which
they are enrolled and showed links to the unit and teaching surveys. The unit survey
link was active by default and students began by completing the unit survey. Just
before the qualitative items in the unit survey, the following text appeared:
You are now invited to answer two free text questions about the UNIT. Before you do
this, you should be aware that the following teachers have requested individual
feedback:
1
If you wish your comments to be read ONLY by these teachers, use the
form (it is available when you have submitted this unit survey). If you wish
your comments to be read by the unit coordinator and head of school, use the questions
below.
This text was included in the unit survey to prompt students to give specific teacher
feedback in the teaching survey. Once students submitted the unit survey an active
link became visible to indicate that teaching surveys had been requested. Students
could give feedback on an individual teacher by selecting that teacher s name.
Students were able to give feedback for as many teachers as they chose within the one
unit.
A total of 191 teachers participated in the pilot requesting a total of 347 teaching
surveys. A total of 4363 surveys were submitted by students. The psychometric
properties of the teaching survey were tested using Rasch Rating Scale model with
the aid of RUMM2020 software, factor analysis and basic summary statistics. Less
than 1.3% of responses were missing for each of the Items 1 7. Unable to Judge (UJ)
was selected by fewer than 9% of respondents. Nevertheless, Item 4 (Provides useful
feedback) recorded a relatively high proportion of UJ responses (8.8%). Students
who were enrolled in more than one unit were more likely to submit responses for all
or most of those units rather than for one unit only. Nonetheless, all responses were
deemed independent for the purpose of statistical analysis. In addition to the missing
observations, UJ responses are not included in further analyses.
Factor analysis of the sample confirmed that approximately 90% of variance
coverage was provided by a 5 factor solution. The varimax rotation revealed that
each question loaded to a unique factor indicating that each item was evaluating a
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different teaching characteristic and that all items in this version of the survey should
be retained. The data did not conform to the Rasch model (the fit residual standard
deviations in item person interaction were far too high and the total Chi square
probability in item trait interaction was too low) and more detailed analyses was not
possible. The power of test of fit was excellent based on the separation index. The
student parameter and item parameter were sufficiently separated indicating that the
survey cannot be considered a measure of a single trait, and therefore responses to
separate items should not be summed. At item level, Item 6 (is enthusiastic in
teaching this unit) was good fit for the model, whereas Item 3 (is approachable) was a
good fit only at 5% level of significance. The rating scale provided students with
appropriate choices.
Hence statistical analysis revealed that the Version 3 of the teaching survey was
acceptable as long as the results are reported as percentage agreement with each item.
The wording of Item 4 should be explored further to reduce the level of UJ responses.
Because the survey does not work as a measure of a single trait, the responses for
each item within any one report cannot be summed or aggregated, and no single item
can be used as an indicator of overall results.
In Semester 1 2007, the same Version 3 of the survey was implemented for all
coursework units at Curtin s Western Australia, Sydney and Malaysia campuses. At
the close of the six-week data gathering period, there were 12,299 surveys submitted.
The psychometric properties of the teaching survey were retested using Rasch Rating
Scale model with the aid of RUMM2020 software, factor analysis and basic
summary statistics. The UJ category was chosen by 6.9% of students and almost 1 in
10 selected UJ as their response to Item 4. Once again, factor analysis indicated
approximately 87% of variance coverage was provided by a 5 factor solution, and
under varimax rotation each item loaded to a unique factor. The eigenvalue for the
first six components was greater than 0.7, indicating that all questions should be
retained. Again, Rasch analysis confirmed previous findings that the survey in its
current form is acceptable as long as results are reported as percentage agreement
with each item, that the responses for each item within any one report cannot be
summed or aggregated, and no single item can be used as an indicator of overall
results.
In Semester 2 2007, Version 3 of the survey was again implemented for all
coursework units at the same campuses. Testing was repeated on the data collected
from 10,200 respondents. Results of the statistical analysis were consistent with those
from the Semester 1 2007 analysis. From the Rasch model analysis of the Semester 1
and 2 2007 data, the values from the Threshold Map indicated that some items were
easier for participants to affirm. As a matter of good testing psychology, the easiest
items should be positioned at the beginning of the survey. Hence reordering of the
items was recommended (see Version 4).
In Semester 1 2009, the teaching survey was implemented for all coursework units
using the same methodology as described in implementation of Version 3 and
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retested with the items reordered (see Version 4). There were 14,989 surveys
submitted. The number of UJ responses reduced to 1.7%; however, this reduction
may not necessarily be connected to changed order of questions. The ordering of the
thresholds within each of the seven items indicated that the students were logical and
consistent in their choice of response for all items and that the items work properly in
this sense. The eigenvalue for the first six components was again greater than 0.7,
indicating that all questions should be retained. Once again, Rasch analysis
confirmed previous findings.
In summary, repeated statistical testing showed that:
 The survey s rating scale questions is a reliable measure of students
perceptions.
 The response categories (Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree, Strongly Disagree,
UJ) work well, as intended.
 There is evidence that the survey measures multiple student attributes and not
just one dominant trait.
 The question order seems to have no effect on students responses.
 The results should be reported as percentage agreement on each item.
Within the online eVALUate system; students can only give feedback on their
teachers using the teaching survey once they have submitted the unit survey. It was
hypothesised that appending the teaching surveys to unit surveys was a major factor
for driving university response rates. This hypothesis was tested by analysing unit
survey response rates: units with a teaching survey appended, and units without any
teaching surveys appended. The mean response rate for units with and without
teaching surveys was calculated for Semester 1 and 2, 2007 2010 (see Figure 1).
Semester 1 2007 was the period when the teaching survey (Version 3) was first
fully implemented at Curtin. The mean response rate across units with and without
teaching evaluations appended was compared using non-parametric Mann-Whitney
U-test, for each semester. At 5% levels of significance there was sufficient evidence,
for each semester to conclude that units with teaching evaluations attached register
higher response rates on average (p 0.0, for all semesters). The mean response rate
for units with a teaching evaluation was between 6.8 and 8% more than for units
without teaching evaluation in each semester event with the exception of Semester 1
2008 (3.9%).
The eVALUate teaching survey has undergone repeated statistical testing and the
results confirm that the survey continues to be valid and reliable. The survey
measures multiple student attributes and not just one dominant trait; this finding is
consistent with the findings of previous research on student evaluations of teaching
surveys (Bursdal and Harrison 2008; Marsh 1987; Marsh and Hocevar 1991). The
teaching survey is a simple tool which reports students agreement with items related
to teacher characteristics. The final and implemented version of this survey
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comprises seven quantitative items, each of which has a brief explanatory for
clarification. The items ask students to indicate their level of agreement. Students
may indicate Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree, Strongly Disagree or UJ for each item.
Two qualitative items ask students to comment on [the teachers ] strengths and how
they think [the teacher] might improve the teaching and learning in the unit.
Through the development of items in the teaching survey, Item 4 (provides useful
feedback) attracted the highest percentage of UJ responses. This finding was also
noted in the item about feedback in the unit survey. Investigation of students
qualitative comments confirmed that this is the area of concern for the University.
Some students indicated they are unclear as to whether the feedback is useful and
others believe the amount of feedback they receive is insufficient. Investigation and
monitoring of students perceptions about feedback is ongoing.
More recent research on excellent teaching dimensions and teaching evaluation
systems support the items included in the teaching survey. A major review and
analysis of surveys, mainly from North America, identified 42 possible teaching
dimensions structured under six categories: (1) Teacher predispositions/personality;
(2) Course preparation and organisation; (3) Approaches to teaching and teaching
strategies; (4) Quality of learning outcomes; (5) Learning climate; and (6) Assessment
(Abrami, d Apollonia, and Rosenfield 2007). The eVALUate teaching survey items
are all identified within categories 1, 3, 5 and 6. A recent system analysis of teaching
surveys employed in 38 Australian institutions established that there were two
distinct groupings of questions used for student evaluations: questions about the
lecturer and questions about the student and their learning (Davies et al. 2010).
Davies et al. (2010) classified these teacher survey items based on their own
classification taxonomy, all of which were amongst those identified by Abrami,
d Apollonia, and Rosenfield (2007). All seven items in the eVALUate teaching survey
relate to those identified by Davies and others; six items were grouped in the teacher
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Figure 1. Mean response rate for units with and without teaching evaluations.
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related items [appears knowledgeable, is enthusiastic, well organised, communicates
clearly, is approachable (refers to availability to consult with lecturer), effective
teacher], and one in the student learning group (provides useful feedback).
Teacher dimensions that have demonstrated increase in student learning outcomes
and achievement include teacher: organisation, enthusiasm, those who motivate
students and stimulate interest, possess a deep knowledge base, effectively commu-
nicate and demonstrate respect for students (Chalmers 2007; Gibbs and Coffey 2011).
Items which correlate most highly with student achievement are teachers preparation
and course organisation, teachers clarity and ability to be understood and, to a lesser
degree, teacher enthusiasm or stimulation of interest (Feldman 2007). Effective
teaching characteristics identified by students and award winning teachers are
consistent with those included in the eVALUate survey (Feldman 1996, 2007; Pan et
al. 2009; Reagan 2009). Observational research into the study of highly rated teaching
behaviours in face-to-face teaching experiences identifies similar characteristics
including communication skills (expressiveness, clarity, speech quality and interac-
tion), organisation and interest (Murray 2007). Whilst there is considerable variability
across Australian universities in item wording, items in the eVALUate teaching survey
are consistent with these dimensions identified as commonly being used in Australian
(Barrie, Ginns, and Symons 2008). The major point of difference for the items in
eVALUate relate to their wording: the teaching survey asks students to give feedback
on whether the teacher characteristics help them learn.
In general, statistical analysis showed that percentage agreement figures are very
positive but sufficiently discriminating to indicate areas that need attention. A
limitation of this study is that, whilst validation of the survey has been undertaken on
progressively larger samples, the teaching survey did not sample all teachers at
Curtin. In 2008, Curtin revised its performance review procedures to include a
requirement for all teaching academics to undertake at least one teaching survey per
annum to inform staff development needs.
The number of teaching evaluations requested at Curtin is increasing annually. In
Semester 1 and 2, 2010, 1919 teaching evaluation requests were made in eVALUate
and university-wide response rates for the unit survey are now 45 46%. This increase
in usage of the teaching evaluation survey (which is appended to the unit survey) has
resulted in the increased unit response rates, a key performance measure for many
institutions. Teachers are critical in driving response rates to student evaluations as
they can promote and educate students through their interactions, and close the
feedback loop to students (Tucker and Pegden 2010).
A renewed focus on performance-based funding in Australian HE, driven by
government policy, has resulted in changes in numerous Australian universities to
their evaluation instruments (Shah and Nair 2012). To our knowledge, the eVALUate
surveys are the only instruments currently used in Australia that have undergone
rigorous statistical validation. Student feedback on teaching provides an important
source of data for the evaluation of teaching effectiveness and the impact of
professional development programmes. The adoption of this valid teaching survey by
other institutions will allow for cross-institutional research and benchmarking.
The eVALUate teaching survey is now used, along with other sources of
information, for: individual improvement and to inform teaching practice (self-
reflection), for rewarding teaching staff in a system known as the Teaching
Performance Index, teaching award applications, academic promotion and for the
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identification of professional development needs in performance reviews. This use of
data is consistent with many universities in Australia (Barrie, Ginns, and Symons
2008). If the aim of teaching is to make student learning possible (Ramsden 1992),
then the eVALUate surveys, in concert, aim to gather and report students
perceptions of what enhances their learning: aspects of units as well as their own
motivation and engagement (both captured in the unit survey), and the teacher
characteristics known to lead to more effective learner achievement. Together, these
surveys have been effective and efficient drivers for improving teaching and learning
across the institution.
1. If there are no teaching evaluation requests within this unit, the following text appears:
No teachers within this unit have requested an evaluation .
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Versions of the eVALUate teaching items and the eVALUate teaching
survey
1. The teacher communicated effectively
2. The teacher was enthusiastic about teaching the subject
3. The teacher seemed knowledgeable in the subject area
4. The teacher seemed sensitive to students with learning difficulties
5. The teacher showed respect for students as learning partners
6. The teacher was reasonably accessible for help
7. The teacher used teaching practices which helped my learning
8. The teacher seemed to reflect on how student learning could improve
1. Is well organised
The teacher has material prepared on time, is punctual and structures activities in ways
that help learning.
2. Communicates clearly
The teacher is easy to understand in face-to-face, online, written and other formats and
explains concepts clearly.
3. Is approachable
The teacher encourages students to ask questions and seek help.
4. Provides useful feedback
The teacher provides timely and helpful feedback so you can learn.
5. Appears knowledgeable in this subject area
The teacher seems to have a good understanding of the subject.
6. Is enthusiastic in teaching this unit
The teacher makes the subject interesting and conveys his or her enthusiasm for the
subject.
7. Is an effective teacher.
Overall, this teacher helps you to learn.
Qualitative items
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8. Please comment on [the teacher]’s teaching strengths.
9. Please comment on how you think [the teacher] might improve the teaching and
learning in this unit.
Quantitative items with the following rating scale (Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree,
Strongly Disagree or Unable to Judge. Explanatory text in italics appears online by default).
[The teacher’s name appears here]:
1. Appears knowledgeable in this subject area
The teacher seems to have a good understanding of the subject.
2. Is enthusiastic in teaching this unit
The teacher makes the subject interesting and conveys his or her enthusiasm for the
subject.
3. Is well organised
The teacher has material prepared on time, is punctual and structures activities in ways
that help learning.
4. Communicates clearly
The teacher is easy to understand in face-to-face, online, written and other formats and
explains concepts clearly.
5. Is approachable
The teacher encourages students to ask questions and seek help.
6. Provides useful feedback
The teacher provides timely and helpful feedback so you can learn.
7. Is an effective teacher.
Overall, this teacher helps you to learn.
Qualitative items
8. Please comment on [the teacher]’s teaching strengths.
9. Please comment on how you think [the teacher] might improve the teaching and
learning in this unit.
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